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typical differences of human psyches be granted, and I
confess 1 can see no reason why it should not be granted,
the scientific theorist is confronted with the disagreeable
dilemma of either allowing severally mutually contra-
dictory theories of the same process to exist side by side,
or of making an attempt that is doomed from the outset
to found a sect which claims for itself the only correct
method and the only true theory. The former possibility
encounters not only the above-mentioned extraordinary
difficulty of a duplicated and inherently antagonistic
thought operation, but also collides with one of the first
principles of intellectual morality ; ' principia explicandinon
sunt multiplicancla—praeter necessitatem'. The necessity
of a plurality of explanations, however, in the case of a
psychological theory is definitely granted, since, unlike any
other natural science theory, the object of psychological
explanation is of like nature with the subject: one psycho-
logical process has to explain another. This serious
difficulty has already driven thinking minds to remarkable
subterfuges, as, for instance, the assumption of an ' objective
mind' which could stand outside psychology and, hence,
be able to regard objectively its own psyche; or the
similar assumption, that the intellect is a faculty which
can also stand outside itself and regard itself. With these
and similar expedients that Archimedean, extra-terrestrial
point is to be created by means of which the intellect shall
raise itself from its own hinges. I can understand the
profound human need for comfort and ease, but I do not
understand why truth should bend to this need. I also
understand that, aesthetically, it would be far more
satisfactory if, instead of the paradox of mutually contra-
dictory explanations, we could reduce the psychic process
to the simplest possible, instinctive foundation, and be at
rest, or if we could credit it with a metaphysical goal of
redemption, and find peace in that hope*

